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I. .In Historical Perspective

It has, become increasingly difficult to clearly define a developing

institution, yet the need to do so has never been more urgent., The

T14-P;III program was'established to help strengthen "developing

institutions," aneit is important that a proper definitioq be arrived

4",
at or at least some definite criteria be established for identifiying

these institutions.

Title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is intended "to assist

' in raising the academic quality of colleges which, have the desire and

potential to. make a substantial contribution to the higher education

resources of our nation but which for financial and other reasons,are

struggling for survival andare isolated ETOM the main - currents of

academic life." Perhaps it is the other reasons" that make it not

-very easy toset criteria fork"deveioping institutions."

The definition cif the term "developing institution" as uses} in the
R

Act involves criteria that are' ar too broad-and general..;;wo of

law

the
$

criteria used in the title III to define the term "developing
, *

institution" demonstrate this r

. .

, I

.; (1) 'Omits as regular students only person t hayingia 'Certificate
...

X
. .

P . , r i
I. ' of graduation} from a secondaty school, or the recognized

.
.1

equivalent of such certificate.

. (2) is making reasonable effort to improve the quality of its

teaching and, administrative staffs and of its student services.

'Nearly all institutions can, claim that they admit students on the
4

basis of secondary school graduation, and make. reffgOnable efforts

3
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to improve the quality of their.facultyAand.administrative staffs

1:
4

and student services. In 1972,'Alexa cier Astin,and Calvin Le# noted

that "ihe percentages of students of invisible colleges and elite

colleges who attended public high school are roughly the same."

Their list of invisible colleges consisted of Roman Catholic Colleges,
L

Protestant colleges, nonsectarian colleges, black colleges, teacherS'

941eges, and a few technological schNls.

In 1963 theterm.developiog college was synonymous with Negro college,

a view which was championed by Jerrold R. Zacharias, Chairman of the

Education Panel of President Kennedy's Science Advisory Group.

Lawrence.O. Howard in 1967'noted the problems confronting Negro higher

education: 'segregation, the cycle of the underprepared student 41W

wits

trained by a poorly prepared profession rhich results in inadequAtely,
,

114

trained teachers, a staggering college dropout rate, and ihqtruction

at the high school level." 2 This laid the basis forthe deprivatic:n

view wIlich prellailed over the culturally different view which was

tf ' 1 . . .

espoused by some social scientists at the time. The economic per-
,.. * .

.

spective,of development is also inherent in th deprivationbview-'

7point.

lAlexander Astin and Calvin Lee, the Invisible Colleges

(New York: McGraw Hill lipok Campany1 1972), p. 54.

, 2Lawrehie C. Howard, The Developing College Program:.
Study of TIlle IITiof the Higher Education Act of 1965
<Institutg of Humah Relations: University'of Lliconsin,

1967), P. 22.

'

4
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The economic view of development in higher edudatio embracedli forte

while, the idea that developing colleges should be assistvd in order -

that they might achieve the traditional 5% economic growth. But .this
t.

.
,, view tended to emphasiAe the weakness-of the college rather then its

wengtlibIn act it needs to be noted that the developing colleges.

..oft0Efeared that this emphasis on ,their weakness might eventuailly

result in their being merged or weeded out. This fear had the effect. t
1 _

ctf bringing about a change in emphasis from the weakness to the
...,

%.....r.

. .
. .

strength and potential of developing'colleges. The strength and-
..... ,

.

.i potential aspect of developing institutions was enhanced by thd emphasis

oniself-help, as well as by the attitude that
developing institutions

Aould be developed less to be like the more established institutions

and mordJike themselves. All this only makes it more difficult to

establish criteria for a developing institution, for there is harialy

any.uniform.standard by which to measure a,developed institution.

The situa;ion becomes further complicated by the culturally different4

viewpoint of the 'developing institutions.

.
. -Coupled with the culturally different view is the impact of the idea

,
.

I-
.

.
.

4 .
.of liberation. Perhaps, too, this has not .contributed to the success

..,
,

..

A
.of the cooperative idea whereby small weak collegtas are linked in

.cAtisortium with stronger 'colleges. So.called developing colleges have

felt the need to develop on their own at times with the idea that they
ehave madda contribution on their own, aparate and apart from the'so-

caned- stronger, more developed institutions. IA other words the view

tendto-privail that they arevneeded by the nation *as much is they stand in

_(,°
need of help.
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Just prior- to the Hirer Educatidn)Let of 1965,'Dr.'Broadds N. Butler,
-,,

. .. . t . A-
. -

then SpecieloAssistant to U.S. Commissioner of Education, Francis
.. . '

Keppelr stressed very strongly that the Negro's pivotal role in

America's_history should not be the least factor in any consideration
0

of Federal support for education. The whole question of the.importance

of extending America's manpower resources had become paramount, and

the predominantly Negro college as considered as a resource that

'should be preserved'and strengthened.' Iii other words the need to'

strengthen "developing"developing institutiork was great. With time the main

problem Would be to be sable to define, identify or determine what

colleges should bedesignated as "developing institutions`"

II. Some Possible Definitive Factors

The early years of Title III saw efforts made' to identify "developingAW

institutions" by a consideration of the levels of activity undertaken
j

by institutions.' Quantitative measures,were rigidly applied: studeut,

enrollment ,faculty with doctoral degreqs4number,of minority student's,

library vo1uies, etc. However, it is $0serally held that such quanti-

talive measures indicating certain levels of activity have proved r0.

Inadequate in,defining."developing institutions:" Twtbis.end the.

Weathergby study.on'developing institutions notes:

Wesee no reason to believe that '!developed" institutions
spend more.money'p student,have more library volumes, ,

nave a higher pro tion of low income or ethqic minority '
students, admit igher proportion'of clever Students,,
1.4ve a larger develepment'office, undertake more curri-
cula reform, or indeed differ on any other traditional

'

*activity measuces.3

O

.
.

3..
George B. Weathersby, et al, the Development of Institutions

of Higher Education: 'Theory and Assessment of Impact df Four,possible
Areas'of Federalantervention, Education,(V.SYOffice of Education Washington, D.C.),p. 5.

A .

6 ."t.
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Due df the factors worth noting in any consideration of a definition
, 0,

of "develOping.ins4d.tetions" is institutional vitality: J. B. Lcin

Hefferlin in Dynamtrs of Academfc Reform has elibdrated on the
,

concept of institutional vitality. ,While ihstitutional\oals are

basiclly conservative,it is necessary that collegss and uniNgrsitites

lavedpechanisms that help them cope with change. -HefferlIntiurther
. .7

enpmerated certain conditions that he found usefui in indicating'

whether or not an institutUA is dynamic:

1. There existed a market for.id4as on campus

2. There existed new models needed for emulatlon

3. New ideas did circulate widely

4.' There were marginal (and non - conformist) individuals

. on campus who were likely to act as "advocates".

5. (There were enough new individuals on campus to make.

major changes possible

6. :The institution was able to retain the l'right"Teople.
X

7.. Initiative waste decentralized

8. A patriarchal system of decision-making had be,avdide4.-

9. A collegial census system of decision-making has been

avoided.

10. The college had instituted an "avuncular" system of
.

.L --------

'
decision-makinie.

4

.0

.

4J. B. Lon Hefferlin, Dynamics of Academic' Reform (San Francisco:
Jotsty:Bass,'1%09), p

:0

7
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Ih commenting On ttieh Conditions,Harold HOdgkinson obseilled that

,

"few of Hefferlin's ten conditiopa characterizing dygemib institu-
-

..
' . ,.*

. 5
.tions will be found in the campuses of .," developing institution."

0

Hodgki-nson stated:
1

Raped on our'case studies, we are convinced that
*developing institution's" have a different and more
patriarchal 'style of presidential leaderghip than the
more "developed" institutions, which have more elaborate
internal structures (and better developed checks and

balances).

Commenting still further, H9dgkinson noted that "very sizeable

minoritie' of."developing institution' (like their 'presidents)

are quite complatentvand do not attach much importance-to self-study

and planning. r7

40.

In the language of Title III, one )Lf the characteristfCs of a

"developing institiiion"is that it "is, for financial or 'other

.

' reasons, struggling for survival and is isolated from the main`

currents or academic life." Lawrence Howard in"his study,of

developing colleges and universities discussed the survival idea

in the context of the relationship between the colleges and their

4,

external environments:

alb

".
Developing colleges are Struggling for survival precisely
because.their relationships to theii environments are
Unetvorable. ,The struggle may be rooted in inadequate

3Harold L. Hodgkinson; A Study of Title III of ihe Risher

.Education Act: The Developing Institutions Program (Center for

Research and Development in Higher, Education, University of

California, Berkeley., 1974), p. 99

6Ibid.

.7Ib1d.;'p. 105 .

-AMIMMTI

",



5

,
MM.

- &
- 7 -

resources or it maybe traceable icrtbe position the
college has in its.supersystems; Duch as a state master
plan or a church-related system of education. .

o The latter alternative indieatessthat "develOping-instiAtions"

be cohsidered struggling for survival whed t it independence
-

'becomes th eated61 by legislative intrusions,

,

III. Stages'of Development in General

In ,1960 W. W.

the stages of

Precohditions

Rostow in the Sta& of Economic Development discussed

growth in national economics.: Traditional Society,
-

Tor Take-Off, and Drive toMaallity. Hodgkinson and

Schenkel in their case studies divided the institutions into three

groups that corresponded' With Rostow's,three stages.V development:

2

0 .Low.range,'medium,range pad high rune institutions. The measures '

used to determine the stages were: leadership dynamism ancLefficiency;

cost-effeaiveness; sense of Tole and long-range diregtion; atudeht
.

.demand fol. involvement; 'faculty- administrative relationstodimunitY=
p P

relations. Institutions in the low range are the mos hampe4ed by the

basic problems in their taty operations related to these measures.

.

,

eodgkinson and Schenkel made suggestions with regard-to their model in'

the deteeMination of funding "developing institutions":

. t

\--Institutions n the "low range" of institutional
development cannot be considerea on cost-effective-
ness terms, as they are updallx casting about for
a sense of institutional mission.... Given the Kinds of
tnstitutioiIal needs we have described for institutions '

at the low viability level, large/ amounts of Title II]
funds should be directed towArd (he needs of these
institutions.8

7 -

Lawrence Howard, p. 115

'Harold L. Hodgkinson And Walter *henke {, A St'udy of Titl' III.
of the Higher Education Act: The Deveroping Institutions Progrdm,
1974, pp. 230-221,

9 . .

\

,
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Stages or Oases of institutional development may also be based on

a consideration of theprevatring types of managerial crises: leader- '

ship, control, autonomy or red-take. Such'situations,'are, to a
4

. _greater or lesser extent,intertwined with structuraldevelopmentips

is impacted upon by, technological advance., Typical of the less'
t-

developedAnstitution is the Crisis oLleadership. The'Weatnersby
(

study h4 noted that ".these inherent 'managerical crises' lrovide,

both a threat to organizational survival and an opportunity for

organizational growth." ?

'

`kw

George B. Weatherby and others'in their

of, tristitutions of higher education have

I

study of thedevelopient

4
specified. four areasighich

could coastitute the basis for determining stagesOf institutional

development, These four ateas are (1) the structuraLdeveIoppient

of colleges and universitites; (2) the levels 'of activities

ti

colleges (students, faculty, coursers 'degrees, etc.); (3) the relative .°

efficieLY of resource use; and (47 student' choice, including the
,

impacts of.college'eharacteristics. Of these a consideration of

structural developmeht and the relative efficiency of resource use

is important to the discussion on aspects relevant to the search for

/definition of "developing institeitionq :" 10

3.
Hitherto, determination of eligibility to receive Title III funds

v
has been based on Itivity rather tgan,structural development.

-k '
Such akapproach has left a-void with regard' to what is A developing

George Veathioy, the evelopment of Institutions of Higher' 4
Education: Theory and Impact'of Four Possihre Areas of Federal
Intervention. (Office of Education), p. 15.

,

10 4';)ti Ibid., . 4.

I
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institution. It, is not suggeSted herethat the structural dOielopment
6 .,.

.I

approach can fill.this void. However, a study of the decision - making

4)att efns Of colleges and univetsitities accordtnA to Larry'E Greinei,

provides an opportunity toltesess the developmental stages that may
,s

be-Japlied in such patterns. Greiner'haelwarned that "the task of
.-

,

,

%

tof management is tb be aware of these stages; otherwise it may not

recognizeA 'when the time for change had come or it may act to'.mpOss
7 .

.

the wrong solution."11 The Weathersby study suggests-the possiblity%
'... .

.

,of deducing what'is a developing institution "41 that institutions

that explicity examine their relations with external C andand
it

.

organizations are more advanced, and "institu
.

0 .
iions that involve faculty

.

. .

and students as well'as administrators in policy formulation and

implementation decisions'arelmore advanced. 1112 '
0..

Theefficiency:factor may'alSO be cautiously, considered as an indicator

.

of the developmental stage of an institution'. - Efficient institutions

spend about 80% less per student than the lesffifient institutions.

It is true that this.index gruarantdes of no-clear distinction between

'

developing and developed institutions. Itiis also true; however, that

many of the institutions which lie outsgefof the efficient set'might.

be considereddeveloping institutions which need to reorganize their

use of resources in order to increasethei output' with existing'

resources. It. is important that efficiency be encoulaged411 an

1 1

effort to save. or devote to other' purposes funds sderiyed fit= a

reduction'-of pe; student cost in the less developed institutions.

a 11Larry E. Greiner, "Evolution,agdiRevolution aaOrganizations.
Gro w" Harvard Bujiness Review; 1975, SIV p. 44

J2Weathersby. p. 19



;;A--- .
% -

At.

t

..-.
,

.-,:'2'10 :14r.
.:,

.
. - .

., .

.1- . -,.
I

t,

, - . .. .
% 0,

The factor'of 'independence may, also be i useful.gyide torident.ifying,
, , ... J.

4 . . `*1. A i .. 4, . , ,

"developing indtitUttens-tewis B. Merhew in.it.imenting on these
- .1

'. ..- . -

institutions considers them "small autonomous institutions re-4' - r A .. -
sponsible for their own evolution.." Leliand,Medsker nd Dile Tillery'

% .. .-- .. 5 , 4 .

in 1971 expressed concert for thefurEctre of indemdent.two-yeart

colleges:
.

4

These will Abe, and of ,course should bp, the ones
which, beeause'of small size and inherent weaknessed,

. simply,cannot fnaintain a prbgtam worthy of support....,'

It is probable thAlkilkew..mans of financing the
'institutions are to b found, only the'bestones will
be able tOcompete fOF the sugport.:.But in 'the process. .

of planning for She furture, the independent 'colleges
themselves will have to exert influence and leaderellip.13

. .

Thestage of development of an institution might.also6 determined

.

.

by the level of technological development. According to:Edward. St. s

John and George Weathersby "technological development used in its

broadest semig,refers to the relative degree of sophistication-and '

.

- .0. -.. 4.

effiCiency Of the means, of eend ing institutional and
--.

includes both traditional and no traditional teaching, student

service, and management activities. "TechnologicaL charIcteristics

ate of two kinds, hardWare dtd software. -Softward includes

-development in instructional progrAms - basic skills programs,-
\ .

individualittd instruction programs, worokexperience programs and,

assessinentof Prior dxperience Hardwareon the other hand, ref-ere

to the,use of equipment (i.es television, video, computers k in the
Am,

inevuctional.delivery process.

. -
, Edward St. John and George B. Weathersby, Institutional

Development, in HigherEducation, p.-41.

e
eAl

.

a
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Can 'colleges' that are faced with administratiVe.problems be termed.

developing At such Instituiions the'president is sO

preoccuPied with managemunt.matters that he is unable to keep abreast

of educational thinking. Adequate provision is not made for modest.
n . ,6

. 0 ,
0

personnel and equipment for effective administrationion Inabi it
P

to rent or purchase necessary equipment for tr a paces

unnecessary drain on already inadequate staff. Lack of continuity

in administration effected by frequent turnovers also affects, the
..... .

progress of the college. The possibility is that diftereni, kinds of

16.

presidents are found-atdifferent pdriods
'

in the institution's history..

"AccouaBing to Ldwis B. Mayhew," each of these Shiftsi-dn-orientation'

results in considerble loss of educatiana momentum on the part of the
,

faculty and the .enfire-organization."1.4.. we/.11d seem that the autocratic.
, , 4

.. ,

conditions of public-school administration -which became the OSttern a

,

*cmanunit-college'aiistration il racteristrt.of dare/oping
, . .

. .
'''

-.;
. ,

institutions, as distinct from the'more dsocratiejidministration of
.

.,

, 2 ,w..,

, 7, .
. ,

the more adva- nced institutions.
.

4

,--o.
e

V. Students and St t Choices

'mr
A consideration of studpnts and student choices is'not the least

0

A
' 4 --111

important in the search for more effective definitive criteria for

identifyitavudeveloping institutions." Most bf the Federal spending

t
. under the Hfgher Education Act goes to-direct student aid

unde,

r_ the

4 , ' . ..

Basic and Supplemental Edud'ational Opportunity Grants, College

Work-Study-and Student Loan Programs. The institutions attended
1

14
Lewis B, Mayle0, The Smaller Liberal Arts, Colie ew,Tork:

.The Cedter for Applied,Research in Education, Inc., 1962 pp. 80-81.

13
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by the majority of s ±udepts who-reCeive these grants are not the

;highly developed onesC: They are usually the institutions, that

'are less developed and struggling for survival. The students who-

seek Federal aid tendtb apply to such ingtitutions'that are likely

to admit tlipm.Tather than to the more advanced institutions where

standards are much higher. An interesting Piece.of research would

1

be a study of the correlation between institutions funded by Title /II

..

and those funded by federal sudentaid programs, with a focia, on
;: , ,

I.-

students, Size and selectivity become important facOr 14 when
. ,

.

considering such institutions. .....-

J
In 1972, Alexander W. Astin and Cabin B. T. Lee, in a study of

Invisible Colleges, d scussed the importance of size and selectivity

in determining'invi ble colleges or developing institutions. A

/
decade before,a s dy by Astin reveale4 that most'of the differences

' among institut ns on 33 measures of invitational attributes'could be

accou ed for by two general factors: .size and affluence. The average

'academic ability of it entering students was considered.the best'.

single measure of an institution's affluence. It was generally

assumed that high selectivity is a good enough condition f(11 high visibility.

Coming from a lower socio-economic group, students at the less visible

colleges find it impractical to, consider careers that Arould demand

high financial expenditures.'

A comparison. of student bodies from different institutions might

.

reveal information that might diseinguish,between established and
-V

developing institutions . Astin and Lee in'their study of invisible

colleges noted certain student body characteristics which may be

os 14
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attributed to so-called developing institutions and ce rtain others

to so-called established-institutions.. In doing so the investigators.

coAentrated on demographic characteristics, economic characteristics,

high school back ground, educational aspirations, political preferences,

and career choice. While at present no' concluSion can be arrived at

regarding theif placfin the search for, a definition, of "developing

institutions4"_a_consideration of their importance in determining

various types of colleges is useful.

Astin and,14pe discovered that "invisible colleges tend to enroll'

. ..Somewhat smaller proportions of young students.than do elite

colleges."15 Non-whites are enrolled at invisible colleiges in

i

greater numberS than at the elite colleges. Agov g thA invisible

-colleges the most-th roughlysegregated -arir-the- predenninantlY black__

colleges. More students at elite colleges reimrt.that their fathers

had earned postgraduate degrees. Aitin and Lee stated that judging

by mean percentages, invisible colleges 4=11 close to four time as

many students from families with povyrty-level, incomes as elite

,colleges do."16 Students in the invisible colleges tend to

choose the service profession where the demand is relatively high:

/ elementary and secondary, teaching, the non M.D. 'health profesdions, ,

. , 4 ..0. .

and" nursing.
, ,

. ,
.

15
Astin and-Lee, p. 49

16Ibid., p. 53

15.
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In vifw of the.untavorab le,conditicns and the many problems that face

the less develope d institutions, Earl McGrath has concluded that ;sa

7. t . ..

larger proportion of.these institutions, need strengthening than of the

. ,

whole family-of collegCs and univeralties."17 Lewis Mayhei.illas also.
. .

. )---

observed that the, less deviloped institution "has a place in the

American scenebut%it has a place only when it,is strong.enough to .

/- - ..
' 6provide an adequate pcbgram. f8 ,

,` .

It is going to be all the mere imperative that "developing institutions
. /

r. 4% * _ Alimmmm..1.117!117-M=EW

A

.1

be more closelydefined in. order that Title III funds be appropriately

a/located. Thisneed.is increasingly apparentvin view.of the fact
. ,

that it iknot the intent-oTitle IIl to become an institutional grant

pro am providing Federal general support to colleges and, universities.

Ra er the intent. of the fegAltion is to provide 'aupport'for the *'

,/
development process until the institution reaches some level of insitu-

,
I A

0

tional health, that is. until the institution is "developed." While

. ,

it is generally admitted that the-developMent process-will not terminate,

f
'the institutions will-reach some level of development which will reduce

.;
i v

the investment in development. 4, 8

44

17Earl 3. McGrath, The Predominantly Negro Colleges and Undveraities -

(Teachers College, Columbia Univerlity: Bureau of Publications 975),
P. vii.

18Lewis Mayhew, opicit., P. 104,

4

0
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